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Submission Number   
D05.2009.001.1.001 
 

Date of Submission:  
June 10, 2010 

Submission Author:  
Mark Flowers, Davies Howe Partners (on behalf of Martin 
Pick, Thomas Pick and 132463 Ontario Inc) 

Comments or Requested Change to Proposed ROPA 1 Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Property: Five separate parcels north of Green Lane, south of the 
CN Rail corridor, east of Old Yonge Street and west of Second 
Concession Road in the Town of East Gwillimbury. 
 
Our clients contend that (our client’s) Lands should also be 
included within the proposed Urban Area expansion at this time. 
Among other things, as noted in the “Planning Rational”, the 
Lands would largely be surrounded by urban area lands, 
including the Holland Landing settlement area to the north, the 
expanded urban area north of Green Lane to the south, and the 
Yonge Street corridor to the west. In addition, our clients’ 
planning and engineering consultants, MMM Group Limited, have 
developed conceptual development and phasing plans showing 
how development of the Lands and associated infrastructure 
could be integrated with the lands immediately to the south that 
are currently being recommended for inclusion within the Urban 
Area designation. A copy of the preliminary plan entitled ‘Concept 
Plan with Phasing’, dated March 3, 2009, is attached for your 
reference. 
 
Accordingly, we are writing to request that the draft of OPA No. 
1 be modified to include the Lands within the expanded Urban 
Area designation. We trust that Regional Council will give due 
consideration to this requested modification. 
 
Kindly ensure that we are notified of any further reports and/or 
public meetings regarding this matter and that we receive notice 

York Region’s municipal comprehensive review included the 
completion of forecasting and land budget work, a Regional 
Intensification Strategy, a comprehensive public consultation 
exercise throughout 2006 to 2009, infrastructure master plan 
updates for transportation, and water and wastewater and an 
updated Natural Heritage Strategy.  
 
A thorough and detailed land budget report was made available 
in March, 2010. The Region’s land budget is a key component of 
the regional municipal comprehensive review and Growth Plan 
conformity exercise.  Detailed consultations were held with 
provincial staff on the land budget methodology and 
assumptions.  
 
The land budget work included: 
 
• The use of the Growth Plan’s forecasts, densities and 

intensification for York Region. 
• The completion of an intensification strategy that identifies a 

minimum 40% residential intensification target between 2015 
to 2031, and plans for 88% of residential growth and 83% of 
employment growth to occur in existing Urban Areas. 

• An assessment of the available residential and employment 
land supplies and demonstration of the need for a proposed 
urban expansion, and; 

• A demonstration of how the minimum designated greenfield 
area density target of 50 people and jobs per hectare is to be 
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of any decision by the Planning and Economic Development 
Committee and/or Regional Council concerning OPA No. 1. 

achieved. 
 
A portion of the Whitebelt is required to accommodate the York 
Region’s forecast growth.  The Regional Official Plan and the 
urban area expansion Amendments ROPA’s 1,2,3 implement the 
results of the regional municipal comprehensive review.  
 
The boundaries for the urban area expansion amendments are: 
 
• Clearly defined (i.e. concession streets, major natural 

features, utility corridors) 
• Contiguous expansion to urban area 
• Large enough for new generation of planned communities 

(block plan, secondary plan process) 
• Consistent with local priorities 
 
The Region will carefully monitor the pace and nature of 
intensification and growth. 
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16 Robert Boyer Lane, Bracebridge, Ontario   P1L 1R9
(705) 645-1413  Facsimile:  (705) 645-1904  www.mnal.ca  E-mail:  info@mnal.ca

ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING         BIOPHYSICAL ANALYSIS         LAKE CAPACITY ASSESSMENT        RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

October 21, 2009

Mr. Dan Stone, Manager of Policy Planning, 
Development and Legal Services Department
Town of East Gwillimbury
19000 Leslie Street
Sharon, Ontario   
L0G 1V0

Re: Pick Lands – 97.9 ha (241.9 acres) North of Green Lane Corridor, South of CN Rail between
Old Yonge St. and Second Concession Rd., East Gwillimbury – Review of Natural Environment
Constraints Identified by Beacon Environmental; Our File 1799

Dear Mr. Stone:

On behalf of Tom and Martin Pick and their company, 132463 Ontario Inc., I have reviewed the natural
environment constraints identified by Beacon Environmental on their lands, located in Part Lots 103, 104 and
105, Concession 1 East, Town of East Gwillimbury.  The Pick Lands are shown and described in
Attachment A; the information in that attachment was presented by Mr. Tom Pick in documentation
submitted on October 14, 2009 with regards to the Official Plan Review.  Related to that submission, I have
assessed Beacon Environmental’s constraint mapping in light of the considerable natural environment work
our office undertook on this property in 1999 and 2000.  I also made use of some additional field work that
was undertaken by our office in 2007, to reassess site opportunities and constraints in relation to potential
development.  My comments pertain primarily to those lands within Lots 103 and 104, as it is this portion
of the property with which I am most familiar.

As background, Beacon Environmental’s April 2009 report to the East Gwillimbury Council, presented
June 1, 2009, and entitled “Draft Restoration and Securement Strategy for Enhancing the Town of East
Gwillimbury Natural Heritage System”, included mapping of natural constraint areas.  It is my understanding
that the delineation of such constraint areas is intended to be the same as was separately identified by Beacon
Environmental in natural heritage studies completed on behalf of Lake Simcoe Region Conservation
Authority (LSRCA).  As LSRCA provides on-line access to their mapping information, I have used that
information for my mapping and analysis.  Based on my review of this information, it appears the mapping
was produced primarily as a desk-top exercise, at quite a broad scale.  This has important implications to its
use.
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Accordingly, in my opinion, the Town’s and Conservation Authority’s mapping should be viewed as an
important flagging tool, to identify and categorize areas of potential constraint for further examination and
assessment in the field, at an individual property level.  Care should be taken to avoid developing policies
which do not recognize the potential limitations of such information, or which do not provide an opportunity
for site-specific refinements.  My comments which follow are made in this vein; they are intended to provide
a constructive framework for further dialogue between the Town and Tom and Martin Pick on development
on these lands.

Attachment B includes Figures 1 to 4, which together describe environmental constraints.

Figure 1 provides our office’s mapping of vegetation communities on the subject property, onto which is
superimposed the Town of East Gwillimbury’s original Core Area Environmental Protection Area boundary,
per OPA #95.

Figure 2 shows a yellow boundary, being that which has been identified by Michalski Nielsen Associates
Limited, based on field surveys we completed in 1999, 2000 and 2007, as lands which we feel represent a
constraint to residential development.  Note that, subject to further investigation, limited uses or
encroachment beyond this boundary may be appropriate.

Figure 3 overlays our development limits with the LSRCA regulated area.  Importantly, these regulated areas
should not be viewed as a development constraint per se.

Figure 4 includes Michalski Nielsen Associates Limited’s development limits in relation to the LSRCA’s
(and Town of East Gwillimbury’s) natural heritage system mapping (i.e., Beacon’s mapping, as presented
to the Town of East Gwillimbury Council on June 1, 2009).  Our rendering of their designated areas takes
the midpoint of their boundary line (which is a very wide line at this scale of mapping).

There is fairly reasonable agreement between our area of identified constraint and the areas of constraint
Beacon has identified.  Virtually all of the lands we have identified as constrained are included within the
Natural Heritage System, save for a 15 m – 20 m wide area on the edge of a tableland woodlot on the
southwest side of the property; this is the result of subtle differences in where the line was drawn.  There are
five areas (referenced A – E on Figure 4) where Beacon Environmental has broadened their area of constraint
beyond those identified by us, which are each described in the paragraphs following.

Area A is a young conifer plantation on the tablelands, between two fingers of valley.  Beacon
Environmental has treated all of this area as a single entity.  In so doing, they have identified this area of
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plantation (i.e., trees planted by whomever farmed these lands) as a Level 1 feature, which is deemed most
critical to protect.  I disagree that those lands are or should be constrained.  Of note, as shown on Figure 3,
only about one-half of this area is within the LSRCA’s regulated area.

Area B is also young conifer plantation, occurring on gradual slopes in the transition from tableland to
valleyland.  Similar to Area A, this has been treated the same as the valleylands, and is also identified as a
Level 1 feature (i.e., most critical to protect).  Again, I disagree that these lands are or should be constrained.
The majority of the lands in question are outside the LSRCA regulated area.  While our analysis does not
extend to the most northerly parcel of the Pick Lands (i.e., that adjacent to the CNR tracks, and identified as
Parcel 1 in Attachment A), it is reasonable to assume that similar discrepancies will occur between the area
of mapped constraint and the area of actual constraint in the field.

Area C extends the boundary of Beacon’s Level 4 supporting feature along a hedgerow feature.  Note that
our identification of constraint did bulge out along the south property line in this area, following a natural
draw.  As illustrated on Figure 3, Area C is outside the LSRCA regulated area.

Area D consists of successional growth on the tableland, adjacent to the valley.  Beacon has identified this
area as a Level 4 supporting feature.  While the terrain becomes more hummocky within this area, and has
some gentle slope towards the valley, we have been quite conservative in designating a boundary, avoiding
areas of steeper slope and more mature or robust vegetation. 

Area E is the upper end of a minor draw towards the valleyland.  This small area is presently farmed and
is not very defined on the ground.  Beacon have designated this feature as Level 3.  I disagree that these lands
are or should be constrained.

Area F corresponds roughly with the limits of the hardwood plantation.  Beacon have identified this as a
Level 4 supporting feature.  This area does not have the qualities of a natural woodlot, and should not be
viewed as having the same level of constraint.

I hope the mapping and comments contained within this letter are helpful.  These comments and mapping are
intended to provide a framework for further discussion between the Town and Tom and Martin Pick in
regards to development of these lands.  It is possible that some other comments on the Beacon mapping could
arise through such discussions.  It is recognized that each of the areas in question will require inspection in
the field, likely culminating in the staking and surveying of appropriate limits for development.  In the
meantime, I would be pleased to answer any questions the Town of East Gwillimbury might have in relation
to my comments.
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Please enter this letter and attachments into the Town’s records as our submission for the purposes of
commenting on the Draft Official Plan currently under review.

Yours truly,

MICHALSKI NIELSEN ASSOCIATES LIMITED
Per:

Gord Nielsen, M.Sc.
Ecologist
President

GN/be

c.c.: Thomas J. Pick
Thomas R. Webster, CAO, Town of East Gwillimbury
Mayor James Young, Town of East Gwillimbury

Enc.




















	1.001 Complete Submission JBW Final.pdf
	1.001 Analysis JBW final.pdf
	D05.2009.001.1.001 - Davies Howe.pdf

	1.002 Complete Submission JBW Final.pdf
	1.002 Analysis JBW final.pdf
	D05.2009.001.1.002 - Living Life.pdf




